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REMARKS 

Without acquiescing to the propriety of the rejections in the Office Action dared November 6, 
2003, claims l and 2 have been amended. Entry of these amendments, reconsideration of the application, 
and allowance of all claims pending herein is respectfully requested in view of the remarks below. Claims 
1 -20 are now pending. 

Initially, applicant gratefully acknowledges the time granted its undersigned representative on 
January 9, 2004 and January 21, 2004. In these conversations, the prior an and potential amendments to 
claim 1 were discussed. The amendment to claim 1 listed above is believed to be in conformance with 
these conversations. 

Also, applicant notes that the new ground of rejection over Mayr (U.S. Patent 5,143,305) in view 
of Luitz at qL (U.S . Patent No. 4,5 1 9,625) was first presented in the Final Office Action dated November 
6, 2003. The amendments made to the claims in the Response dated August 22, 2003 would have been 
reasonable to have been expected since the claim amendments merely clarified the amended claims based 
on matter clearly disclosed in the specification. Further, applicant has not had the opportunity to address 
these additional references. Thus, applicant respectfully requests that the finality of the present Office " 
Action be withdrawn (MPEP § 706.07(a), § 904). 

§112 Rejections: 

Claims 2, and 15 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter of the invention. Specifically, 
claim 2 has been rejected due to the including of the limitation "if which is alleged to not have sufficient 
antecedent basis. Specifically, claim 2 is also rejected due to the inclusion of the phrase "intended to come 
directly into contact over its major part" in which the word "major" is alleged to be unclear. Claim 2 has 
been amended to remove the referenee to the * 'major pan"' and it is believed to overcome this rejection. 
Claim 15 depends on claim 2 and the amendment to claim 2 is believed to overcome any indefiniicness 
that may have existed previously. Thus, it is believed that this rejection is overcome. 

Drawing Objections: 

Claim 4 and 6 are objected to because the figures are alleged to not disclose "lateral portions 
directed downwards" or "the panel supporting the rack" as recited in these claims. Claim 4 has been 
cancelled and thus is believed to overcome this objection. Page 9 of the specification discloses "panels 
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supporting rucks (28)", and numeral 28 is indicated on FIG. 5. Thus, the features of claim 6 are believed 
lo be depicted in the figures, and the rejection of claim 6 is believed to be overcome. 

§ 103 Rejections : 

Claims 1-13 and 15-20 stand rejected under 35 U,S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over Mayr (U.S. 
Patent No. 5,043,395) in view of Uilz et ai (U.S. Patent No. 4,5 19,625). Specifically, Mayr is alleged to 
teach all the elements of previous claim 1 except a toe and heel piece of a ski binding being attachable 
within a slideway of a plate assembly. 

Amended claim 1 recites, inter alia, an interface plate configured to be secured to an upper face of 
the ski and to receive a toe piece and a heelpiece of a safely binding. The interface plalc includes a 
slideway which has a slideway recess. The slideway recess includes means for continuously adjusting at 
least one of the toe piece and ihe heelpiece to adjust the binding to a length of a boot. 

Mayr discloses a carrier body having two slots for receiving components of a binding system. 
However, the slots in Mayr do not include recesses which include means for continuously adjusting a toe 
piece and/or a heelpiece to adjust a binding to a length of a boot. Instead, a slot is disclosed for receiving 
binding element 4 ; and such binding elements may also include means for engaging holes 12 in a portion of 
die carrier body outside such slots, but there is no indication of the slots themselves including a recess or 
means for adjusting a toe piece or a heelpiece of a binding to a length of a boot Accordingly, because 
Mayr does not disclose all of the elements of amended claim I except the toe and heel piece of the ski 
binding being attachable within a slideway of a plate assembly as alleged in the Office Action, a 
combination of Mayr and Luitz et al can not make claim 1 of the present application obvious. 

Luilz et ai discloses the ski binding having a toe unit and a heel unit which is latchable in several 
slide positions by the insertion of a ski pole in an aperture thereof The ski pole may displace die binding 
longitudinally relative lo the ski. However, there is no disclosure of a slideway in this reference nor a 
slideway having a recess. Further mere is no disclosure of such a recess having means for continuously 
adjusting a toe piece or a heel piece to adjusL a binding lo a length of a boot Instead, the binding disclosed 
in this reference is adjustable between several position along a length of the ski by means of a latching 
arrangement actuated by a ski pole, but such latching arrangement does not involve a slideway for 
receiving a binding, nor a recess in such a slideway, which includes means for continuously adjusting the 
toe piece and/or heel piece to adjust the binding to a length of a boot. 
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Therefore, because neither Mayr, Lutiz ei al. nor a combination thereof, disclose a slideway 
having a recess which includes means for continuously adjusting a toe piece and/or a heel piece to adjust a 
binding to a length of a boot, a combination of these references can not make claim l of the present 
application obvious. 

Claim 14 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over Mayr in view of Luitz et 
al and further in view of Bobrowicz ei al (U.S. Patent No. 6,010, 138). This rejection relies on the § 102 
application io the base independent claims and is believed not to be obvious for the same reasons as claim 
I described above and for its own additional features. 
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CONCLUSION 



In view of the above amendment and remarks, applicants respectfully request allowance of all 
claims pending herein. 

If a telephone conference would be of assistance in advancing prosecution of the subject 
application, the Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned attorney at the telephone number 
provided. 



Dated: February L , 2004 

HESLTN ROTHENBERG FARLEY & MESTTI, P.C. 

5 Columbia Circle 
Albany, New York 12203 
Telephone: (518) 452-5600 
Facsimile; (5 1 8) 452-5579 



Respectfiilly submitted, 




Victor A. Cardona, Esq. 
Attorney for Applicant(s) 
Registration No. 44,589 
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